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PREFACE

This issue of the Journal has as its purpose the evaluation of the

three million dollar Education Act program conducted in the Cincinnati

Public Schools in the latter part of the 1965-66 school year. Emerging

from this evaluation is clear evidence of success in applying this federal

expenditure to the end for which it was intended: improving the educa-

tional services offered to children in disadvantaged areas. An examination

of the findings reported here will leave little doubt that the constant,

diligent effort invested in the program brought results that more than

justify the program's continuation.

Indeed, these activities are already underway for the 1966-67 school

year. In the day-to-day operation of the program, those involved will

benefit from an alertness to the possibilities for improving or refining

the services offered. Toward this end the evaluation conteined in this

journal is directed.

It is apparent, however, that the utility of this type of report is

not limited to those directly involved. Attempts to measure the effective-

ness of such a new and extensive program have value for a far more diverse

population. Educators in other parts of the country undertaking similar

programs for the benefit of disadvantaged pupils will surely find this

evaluation meaningful. In addition, every employee of the Cincinnati

Public Schoolsindeed, every citizen of the communityshould be aware

of these new services and their effects.

Dissemination of information thus takes on considerable importance.

The journal of Instructional Research and Pro ram Development is Cincinnati's

printed medium designed to meet this need. Its purposes, spelled aut by the

Associate Superintendent in Volume I, Number 1, are fourfold:
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1. To inform teachers, principals and others of just what has happened

or will be happening in instructional research and program.development.

2. To serve as a guide to prevailing practices.

3. To stimulate creative and constructive thought on the many instruc-

tional prdblems and issues that demand our attention.

4. To serve as an historical guide in development ,r1t7 instructional

content and practice in our schools.

For the most part these purposes cannot be effectively served without

the cooperation of school staff members. Teachers should be made aware of

the Journal and encouraged not only to read it, but to contribute articles

and suggestions. Although Education Act services have been the primary

focus of the Journal to date, they will by no means be the sole basis of

information to be reported here.

The strategy behind the original design of Education Act projects was

to assign responsibility for administration as nearly as possible to those

departments and divisions that would care for the same services if they

were provided through local sdhool funds. For this reason, the original

program was divided into thirteen separate projects. Now that each of

these projects has been initiated, it seems appropriate to work for more

efficient organization. Thus, for the current school year the thirteen

projects have been combined into six. Essentially, though, the services

provided will be the same.

The two projects related to development and in-service training of staff

have been combined under one heading; another heading puts together the

two projects concerning emotional learning and communication problems. The

three services related to elementary enrichment and remediation have also

been grouped together, and the parent education service has been divided

between this project and the secondary level project. Unchanged are the

projects on early childhood education and physical health services. It is



hoped that it will be possible to carry these six projects through the

entire period of September through August rather than design a separate

program for summer school services.

The evaluation of the Education Act Program is the responsibility

of the Division of Program Development, James N. Jacobs, Director, and

Joseph Felix, Associate. The job could not have been completed without

the extensive help given by the Division of Evaluation Services, Joan

Bollenbacher, Director; the Division of Psychological Services, Charles

Miller, Director; and the Division of Data Processing, Edward Ebel,

Director. Special recognition must be given to the following persons

from these divisions: Albert Rouse, Suzanne Hetzel, Marlene Beigel,

Ruth Snyder, Elizabeth Battersby, and Ann Rasche: all from Evaluation

Services. Ronald J. Ausdenmoore, John C. Bennett, and James N. Peay,

all fram Psychological Services, gave valuable assiStance particUlarly

in the measurement of self-concept.

Throughout this report the Education Act Program is discussed in

terms of its general effects. Specific evaluations of individual

projects will be discussed in later issues of this journal.

Robert P. Curry,

Associate Superintendent,
Department of Instruction
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EVALUATION OF THE IMPACT OF THE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
EDUCATION ACT IN THE CINCINNATI PUBLIC SCHOOLS

INTRODUCTION

Background

The passage of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965

resulted in an allotment of over three million dollars to the Cincinnati

Public Schools to enhance the education of disadvantaged children.

Thirteen projects were designed to respond to the various needs of

disadvantaged children from pre-school through high school. These

projects, which were accepted and implemented in fiscal 1966, are

described in detail in the Journal of Instructional Research and Program

Development, Volume 1, Numbers 3 and 4, 1966, Cincinnati Public Schools.*

Since the projects were all approved in the first five months of

1966, their duration has probably been too brief to expect measurable

advantageous results. In the first place, each project had.to be super-

imposed on an existing instructional program, and achieving efficent

operation was thus made a more complex task. New staff positions are

still undergoing changes in definition of role and of relationship with

pupils. Administrative details are being ironed out, and certain over-

lapping functions are be_ng identified and eliminated. Secondly, those

services that had direct impact on individual pupils did so for a very

brief time. Some of the objectives that have been identified for projects

are so complex in nature that it is realistic to expect changes to occur

only after a period of years. Those who look for measurable results

during these first few months of operation will be disappointed.

*Limited copies of the Journal are available upon request from the Division

of Program Development, Department of Instruction, Cincinnati Public Schools.
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And yet, early and continuous evaluation of the Education Act Program

is a necessity. Not.only is it required by the law itselft but it is also

a matter of great concern to educators. Only through such evaluation can

optimal use of available funds be assured. Fbrther, Should these funds

be reduced, educators must be ale to determine which services have been

most effective.

Generalizations

In the process of evaluating the Education Act Program for the current

year, several gross generalizations may be made:

1. Our school sys, m has benefited greatly from the process of

diagnosis that is inherent in evaluation. We are becoming

more sensitive and sophisticated in identifying needs and

measuring educational outcomes of school children.

2. We are becoming more aware of the need for better instrumem4

tation to measure important educational objeczives.

3. The process of disseminating *portant findings needs to be

studied and strengthened.

4. We must attain a flexible posture so that changes can be made

when the evidence indicates that sudh changes are desirable.

We must remain sufficiently "experimental" so that no practice

becomes immutable.

5. Education Act projects ana their component services, evaluation

and dissemination procedures, probably _re having an impact on

the school system as a whole.

6. There is a great need for the development of evaluation strate-

gies. Experimental designs are often inappropriate and im-

possible to apply to educational projects. Rational validit'

and internal consistency will have to replace empirical types

of validity.

7. There is a need to keep an accurate account of the precise

activities that go into making up each project. It is not

uncommon for such a "log" to be the only source of (self-

evident) validity for an activity or service.

These facts in no way minimize the importance of evaluating system-

atically. Each of the thirteen projects has a set of predetermined goals,

and although many of .these are abstract and difficult to measure, all



Erratum

An error in the English scores reported in Table 8, page 44,

was detected after the Journal had been printed. These scores, as

well as the comment about the scores on page 47 (lines 12-14),

should be ignored.



available evidence must be carefully weighed to determine how well these

goals have been met. It is not sufficient simply to believe that a

service or treatment is effective.

Program vs. Project Evaluation

Ideally, evaluation ghould be aimed at determining the precise effect

of each service and eadh project. If this could be done, decisions could

be made as to which of several alternative procedures for attaining a

specific objective should be used. For example, if increased reading

achievement is a desirable goal to attain among disadvantaged children,

it is apparent that many procedures can be applied to attain this goal.

One could presume that early childhood education might be most effective

for increasing reading in later grades. One might reduce class size or

provide the services of a remedial reading teacher. One could also

approac:'t the problem from the point of view that the classroom teacher needs

additional specialized training, or that some amount of time is required

for a tutorial program. These are only some of the possibilities for

increasing vading adhievement. It is apparent that out of the array of

possible approaches to this problem we need to know which are more effective

and under what conditions they are most effective.

Unfortunately, it :is extremely difficult to evaluate the services of

the various projects in such a manner. Each service attenuates and interacts

with every other service thus making it difficult to identify cause and

effect relationships. Tight experimental designs are usually needed to

attribute cause and effect relationships; yet such decisions are unrealistic

in the sense that some number of pupils must be sacrificed as controls.

In addition, it is unrealistic to assume that one cause will produce a given

effect since in reality there are many factors which affect such complex

variables as achievement.



The measurement of complex variables has been subsumed under program

evaluation, i.e., the composite effects of all projects and services.

Project evaluation involves less complex 'variables and/or those more

amenable to rational or empirical study as to cause and effect.

The distinction between program and project evaluation lies mainly

in the degree to which we can attribute criterion mtasurements to given

causes. Often, the distinction is difficult to make. Program evaluation

criteria may be viewed as responding to all project services and their

interactions, while project evaluation criteria are judged to be respon-

ding mainly to the services and conditions of that particular project.

Strategy

The overall strategy for program evaluation has been to identify

several complex variables which may be viewed as barometers of educational

health. These variables are assessed under nine headings, which indicate

the divisions of this report:

1. Teacher Evaluation

2. Student Evaluation

3. Parent Evaluation

4. Pupil Achievement

5. Pupil'Self-Image

6. Pupil Promotion

7. Pupil Attendance

8. Pupil Drop-Outs

Criterion measurements of these divisions have been obtained in three

classifications of schools: primary target (PT), secondary target (ST),

and controls (C). Primary target schools are those which have the highest

concentrations of disadvantaged children. Further, they are schools in

which all of the thirteen projects operate with the greatest intensity.

Secondary target schools are thoL, with lesser concentrations of dis-

advantaged pupils and in which only certain projects operate. Control



schools are those which come closest to the target schools in terms of

concentration of disadvantaged children. Control schools stand midway

between target and non-target schools. The numbers and types of sdhools

in each classification are as follows:

Primary Target

13 public elementary
3 non-public elementary
4 public secondarY

Secondarylarget

19 public elementary
11 non-pUblic elementary
4 public secondary

Controls

3 public elementary
2 public secondary

The general hypothesis which permeates program evaluation is that the

criterion measurements will respond to the intensity of treatments. Thus,

it is expected that primary target schools should show the most desirable

dhange followed by secondary target schools and control schools. In

shorthand form this hypothesis is: PT)oST),C.

Two allied difficulties are encountered in interpreting the data

collected. First, the control group consists of only five schools. This

limited number, with the resulting danger of an atypical population,

aggravates the problem inherent in the classification of schools. Although

the control schools were chosen for their similarity to target schools,

they cannot be assumed to provide a comparable population. In fact, the

classifications themselves indicate different types of pupils.

This dissimilarity produces the second difficulty in data inter-

pretation. In order to take into account initial differences in criterion

mea...arements change scores will have to be used. Since this is the first

year of operation for the ESEA Program, much of the data presented will be

baseline data from which change can be assessed next year.

It should be noted that 14 non-public schools are included in the tar-

get school classifications. Throughout the evaluation primary target data

from public and non-public schools are handled together, as are secondary

target data.



Finally, it should be emphasized that the ultimate purpose for evalu-

ation is to determine the effects of various services on specific objec-

tives. When criterion measures are obtained from all pupils in all

schools, it is apparent that the resulting averages may conceal signi-

ficant gains that may occur among a smaller group of pupils who received

more intensive service both qualitatively and quantitatively. When ell

pupils within a school receive identical services, this issue is unim-

portant but such was not the case. The Education Act Program for 1966-67

will focus services to an even greater extent on a relatively small num-

ber of seriously disadvantaged pupils. Evaluation procedures which focus

on specific pupils who receive special treatment within a school will be

applied next year as well as the current procedures that focus on changes

wlthin a whole school's population.

Projects and Their Essential Components

The thirteen projects and their basic components which constitute

the Title I ESEA Program are:

L. Early Childhood Education (Budget: $223,000)
a. Medical, dental, and welfare services-for follow-up of

Operation Head Start, 1965
b. Pre-Kindergarten classes
c. Classes for pre-grade one children.

2. Remediation & Maintenance of Physical Health (Budget: $70,000)

a. Vaccinations
b. Health exams
c. Increased ftrsing and Physician service.

3. Saturday Morning Enrichment (Budget:$26,000)
a. Enrichment of able pupils
b. Interest oriented curriculum
c. Field trips

4.* Speech Improvement (Budget: $31,000)
a. Remediation of sub-standard speech patterns.

b. In-service teacher training

* These operate in primary target schools only.



5.* Remediation & Enrichment in Secondary Schools (Budget: $468,00o)

a. Remedial teacher

b. Services of resourch teacher, administrative aides,

parent-monitors, and teacher aides.
c. 'Intensified services in counseling, psychological and

visiting teacher services, nursing and secretarial help.

d. Increased equipment and supplies.

e. Student welfare
f. Field trips.

6. Program for Emotionally

(Budget: $96,000)

a. Clinical diagnostic

b. Special classes for

c. Special classes for

d. In-service training
(c) classes.

Disturbed & Learning Disabilities

team services
emotionally disturbed

socially-maladjusted
of teachers to teach more (b) and

7.* Remediation & Enrichment in Elementary Schools (Budget: $477,000)

a. Remedial teaching

b. Services of resource teachers and administrative aides

and teacher aides.

c. Intensified visiting teacher service

d. After-school enrichment program
e. Audio-visual aids and other equipment
f. Field trips and other sources of cultural enrichment

8. Parent Education (Budget: $77,000)

a. Parent group discussions
b. Parent-leadership training
c. Provision 'for child care

9. Staff Development (Budget: $73,000)
a. Lectures iv' consultants

b. Leaaership training

c. In-school training sessions

10. In-Service Training (Budget: $20,;090)..,

a. University training courses for remedial reading teachers

and elementary school librarians

Secondary Summer School (Budget: $108,000)

a. Reading improvement
b. Remedial arithmetic
c. Art enrichment
d. Music enrichment
e. Social studies
f. Science

g. Junior theater
h. Pre-College workshop

*These operate in primary target schools only.
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12. Elementary Summer School (Budget: $417,000)

a. Remedial teaching

.b. Music instruction

c. Art instruction
d. Physical education

e. Teacher-librarian services

f. Psychological services

g. Teacher-aides

h. Field trips.

i. Visiting teacher service

13. Educational Resource Centers (Budget: $1,055,000)

a. Books and other audio-visual materials and equipment

b. Teacher-librarian services

This report deals only with program evaluation. project evaluation

reports will be made at a later date and deal with the more specific out-

comes of each of the thirteen projects.



RESULTS OF TEACHER SURVEY

Rationale

The impact of ESEA in the schools can best be evaluated on the basis

of information about those persons most directly affected. Certainly

teadhers, fundamentally involved in the learning process, are a key

source of information. It seems reasonable to assume that their profes-

sional training and experience equip them to make valid evaluative ratings

regarding Education Act services and concepts. Regardless of the validity

of the teachers' judgements, however, their ratings are important as an

expression of their feelings about educational concepts and services.

Description of Survey

Teachers in target and control schools were given a survey in which

they were to rate various concepts and services on an evaluative scale.

This survey form, administered in January, 1966 and again in June, 1966,

is shown in the appendix.

The January survey consisted of 44 items, eadh representing a concept

or service relevant to one or more objectives of the thirteen projects.

Teadhers were instructed to rate each item from "poor" to "good" on a

seven-point scale.

The technique of rating a large number of concepts on a common

scale so that comparisons may be made among different concepts is called

the semantic differential. This term implies that a concept term has

different meanings to different individuals. Differences may result,

for example, from thinking in terms of varying reference groups, Never-

theless, it is believed that the average of a large number of ratings has

a meaning whidh transcends individual differences. Therefore, since the
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identity of the rater is unimportant, the surveys were kept anonymous to

insure more valid responses. Certain respondent characteristics, such as

sex, school, and. years of experience, were indicated.

Method of Analysis

The primary interest in the survey was in the changes that might

occur between January and June. For all practical purposes, the Education

Act program did not go into effect until late January and then only for

two of the thirteen projects (Early Childhood Education and Health). The

importance of measuring change is relevant in two ways: the change in

the average rating of all survey items; and the particular changes in each

survey item.

Through the analysis of variance technique mean differences in January

and June ratings were compared among the three types of schools, both for

the survey as a whole and for six rational categories of items. In addition,

Lae significance of differences among various survey items was tested.*

Results

Elementary Level Teachers. Tablf.; 1 presents the mean ratings for

each school classification. Since 1 is the lowest possible rating and

7 is the highest, a rating of 4 is considered a neutral evaluation.

Of greatest significance is a comparison of the average differences

in ratings from January to June among school classifications. The mean

rating difference in primary target schools was +.12 while the mean

rating difference in secondary target schools was -.20 and in control

schools -.24. An analysis of variance of the January-June differences

*Differences between particular means were tested by using an average

error of variance for all items and all classes of schools and considering

differences in sample size.



showed a significant difference in the overall mean ratings, favoring

PT teachers over both ST and C teachers. The difference between the mean

ratings of ST and C teachers was not significant.

These results support the general hypothesis that criterion measure-

ments would be highest for primary target schools. They do not confirm

the hypothesis that the secondary target schools would be higher than the

control schools. One possible explanation is that the number of projects

and the types of services in the secondary target schools may not have

been sufficiently great to show a significant difference.

The absolute differences in ratings from January to June should be

interpreted cautiously. It is quite possible that teacher ratings vary

systematically depending on the time of year in which the ratings are

made. The fact that ratings in the control schools decreased an average

of .24 would suggest the possibility, at least, that mid-year evaluative

ratings are higher than end-of-year ratings even though no identifiable

changes have occurred in the school.

Rough estimates of the significance of change from January to June

for each item were made. An average error of variance of 3.27 was used to

estimate the significance of difference. Using this error term the

minimum rating difference needed for significance, i.e., not due to

chance, for teachers in primary target schools (N=373) is .33. Similarly,

the minimum difference in secondary target schools (N=501) is .29 and for

control schools (N=55)is .93. Items showing a statistically significant

change for January to June are asterisked in Table 1.
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To simplify the data shown in Table 1 survey items were grouped

into six arbitrarily defined categories as'follows:

Staff Morale

Teaching in my school
Teacher-Adm. euoperation
Staff morale
Professional cooperation
Pupil-faculty relations

Special Prov. for SUb-Qroups.

Aeademic remediation
Pupil health
Challenge able learner

Cultural growth
Enrichment activities
Curriculum for disadvantaged

Physically-handicapped
Emotionally-disturbed
Socially-maladjusted
Field trip opportunities
Help in disciplinary problems
Pray.. for pupil welfare needs

Parent Involvement

Parent involvement
Parent participation
Supportive attitude of parents

Teacher Status

Availability of prof. reading matter

Teadher time to plan
Time to teach .

In-service training

School Characteristics

Supplies
Adequacy of school building
Si7e of my class(es)

Books available
Adequacy of school playground
Time and place to study
Adequacy of school library
School's attempt to reach 14arents

Visiting teacher service

Supervisory personnel
Type of pupils I teach
Adequacy of instructional materials

Pupil Characteristics

Motivation

Tardiness
Health of pupils
Aspitation
Attendance
Behavior standards

Discipline
Aehievement
Acquaintance with community
Academic preparation

Self-image
Intelligibility of speech

The mean differences between January and June shown in Table I

were grouped and averaged for each category. These results for

elementary teachers are shown in Table 2.
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Table 2. Mean Rating Differences from January to June of Elementary
Teacher Survey Items Classified into Six Rational Categories

by Type of School.

Teacher Survey
3tem Categories

Primary Target Secondary Target Controls

Staff Morale -.20 -.37 -.27

School Characteristics +179 -.17 -.26

Pupil Characteristics +.61 -.18 -.20

Special Provisions +.47 -.10 -.19

Parent Involvement +.16 -.30 -.35

Teacher Status -.11 -.38 -.32

Each of the six categories reflects to some degree the general finding

that primary target elementary school teachers rated survey items highest,

yhile secondary target and control school teachers rated items about the

same. Some important differences, nowtver, are seen in Table 2. Items

dealing with Staff Morale were ratJd lower in June than in January and

about equally so, by the staff in all three types of schoo'.s. Staff

Morale ratings were high initially and continued high, so this result may

be a regression effect. Items dealing With Teacher Status followed a

pattern similar to that of Staff Morale, although the differences between

primary target and each of the other types of schools are largest for

Teacher Status. In each category the mean differences between secondary

target and control are approximately the same, thus conforming to the

general finding from Table 1 that PT> ST = C. Perhaps the most significant

finding in Table 2 is the fact that the ratings in the primary target schools

for School Characteristics (+.79), Pupil Characteristics (+.61), and Special

Provisions for Pupil Sub-Groups (+.47) increased significantly. Parent

Involvement increased somewhat (+.16) but not as much as the other three

categories.

These findings indicate that the categories in which the bulk of

services given by the Education Act are the same categories which showed
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significant improvementat least in the primary target elementary schools.

The Staff Morale and Teacher Status categories, which had only an indirect

relationship to Education Act project objectives, showed no significant

increase. The reader should be reminded that the decreases in ratings

from January to June should not be interpreted as necessarily connected

with the Education Act. Since control schools rated lower in June than

in January, it is a highly tenable hypothesis that such decreases result

from unknown factors relating to time of year.

Secondary. Level Teadhers. Table 3 presents the mean ratings of second-

ary school teachers in January and June by item. The overall mean rating

difference from January to June in primary target schools is seen to be

+.,21; in secondary target schools, -.17; and in control schools, -.72.

An analysis of variance of these differences revealed them to be statis-

tically significant; thus primary target, secondary school teachers gaire

higher ratings than secondary target school teachers who in turn gave

higher ratings than control school teachers. This finding parallels

precisely the general hypothesis that PT>ST).C.

Table 4 summarizes the results of Table 3 in a manner similar to

that used for elementary school teachers.

Table 4. Mean Rating Differences from January to June of Secondary.

Teacher Survey Items Classified into Six Rational Categories

by Type of School.

Teacher Survey
Item Categories Primary Target Secondary Target

Staff Morale -.08 -.24

School'Characteristics +.06 -.17

Pupil Characteristics +.24 -.16

Special Provisions +.53 -.20

Parent Involvment +.12 +.10

Teacher Status -.05 -.22

Controls

..87

-.68
..79

-.72

-.96

-.38
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Each category seems to show the same pattern of PT). ST>C (as far

1)

as positive change is concerned) with the exception of parent involvement

where PT = STC. If one assumes that ratings of the parent involvement

category are responding to the parent education project, the latter

finding is explainable since this project operated in a similar fashion

in both primary and secondary target schools.

It is of interest to note that the decreases in ratings in the two

secondary control schools were mudh larger than those in the four elemen-

tary control schools. The reason for this is unclear. It may simply be

a function of the selection of control school; it may be a general

phenomenon which distinguishes elementary from secondary schools; or

perhaps it is a reaction of the secondary control school staffs of being

denied the services of the target schools.

The largest increase in rating by secondai.y staff was the .53

increase in special provisions for pupil sa-groups and .24 increase

for pupil characteristics both in the primary target schools.

Summary and Conclusions

The teaching staff in primary target, secondary target, and control

schools at both elementary and secondary levels were administered a survey

in which they were to evaluate various concepts and services relatirg to

one or more Education Act projects. The survey was administered in

January and again in June, thus corresponding roughly to the beginning and

end of the Education Act program for fiscal 1966. Primary target schools

are those which received the great majority of services under the Education

Act by virtue of their very high concentration of disadvantaged pupils.

Secondary target sdhools received only some project services since these

schools contained smaller proportions of disadvantaged pupils. Control



schools, which are those which would be qualified next if more resources

were made available, received no services under the Education Act.

The survey is predicated on the assumption that the teaching staff

can make valid evaluative ratings regarding the services and concepts

involved in the Education Act. Assuming such validity, the general

hypAhesis that was tested vas that rating differences, i.e., change,

from January to June would favor the primary target. schools and be

followed in order by secondary target schools and control schools (PZ>

STNC). This hypothesis was explored for elementary level and secondary

level staff separately.

Tho conclusions are:

Elementary Level Teachers

1. Mean rating difference of all items by elementary teachers showed

a significant increase from January to June in primary target

schools. Mtan ratings in secondary target schools and control

schools decreased, each by a similar amount. Thus, the general

hypothesis was partially sastantiated.

2. Survey items showing significantly higher ratings fram January

to June in primary target elementary schools are:

Adequacy of school library

Provision for academic remediation

Availability of professional reading matter

School's provision for pupil health

Adequacy of enrichment activities

Present curriculum for the disadvantaged

Field trip opportunities

Only one item, Size of sy. class(es), showed a significant decrease.



- 21 -

3. No survey items showed a significant increase in secondary target

or control schools but many showed a significant decrease.

4. In general, the survey items dealing with staff morale were about

the same among PT, ST, and C schools, though all systematically

decreased. Items dealing with school characteristics, pupil

characteristics, and special provisions for pupil stib-groups

increased significantly in PT schools and decreased about the

same in ST and C. Teacher status items decreased somewhat in

PT schools, but decreased much more in ST and C schools. Parent

involvement items increased a small amount in PT schools and

decreased about the same in ST and C schocls.

5. In general, the elementary school teacher ratings reveal that

the Education Act program is benefiting pupils in primary target

schools but does not support the hypothesis that these benefits

apply to pupils in secondary target schools. This is an expected

result.

Secondary Level Teachers

6. Mean rating differences of all items by secondary level teachers

showed a significant increase from January to June in primary

target schools. Rating in ST schools decreased, and C school

ratings decreased even more. This order of schools confirms

the general hypothesis.

7. Survey items showing significantly higher ratings from JanuarY

to June in primary target secondary schools are:

School's provision for pupil health

Provision for pupils' cultural growth

Adequacy of enrichment activities

Present curriculum for the disadvantaged
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Provision for physically-handicapped

Provision for emotionally disturbed

Provision for socially maladjusted

Field trip opportunities

One item, Adeguacy of school lfbrary, showed a significant decrease.

8. No survey item Showed a significant increase in ST or C schools

but many showed a significant decrease.

9. There was the least &mount of relative increase in items dealing

with staff morale and teacher status in primary target schools.

The largest increases were in special provisions for pupil

sUb-groups follawed by increases in pupil characteristics,

parent involvement, and school characteristics. In each

category of survey items the trend. was: PTNST)hC.

General Conclusions

10. There appears to be a general phenomenon of lower ratings being

given at the end of the school year in comparison with the

middle of the school year. It is not believed that this

phenomenon is related to the Education Act program since this

tendency holds for control schools which had nothing to do with

the Education Act. Teachers at the secondary level seemed to

lower their ratings more from January to June than teachers

at the elementary level.

11. The over-all picture shows that those schools which receive

most services also respond most favorably in terms of their

survey evaluative ratings. Conversely, schools receiving least

or no services respond least favorably. The'impact of the program

in ST schools, as far as teacher ratings are concerned, is small,

particularly for elementary schools.
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RESULTS OF STUDENT SURVEY

Rationale

The views of students relative to the impact of the Education Act

program are important. Rather than students rating projects, however,

the approach has been to measure their feelings about school, concerns

about sdhool impruvement, expressions of parent interest, their self-

image and aspiration and a sampling of their behaviors relative to specific

project objectives. It is believed that less bias results from this

approadh (which aims at measuring complex goals) than from ratings of

specific activities.

Description of Survey

All students in grades four through eleven in target and control

schools completed a 20 item questionnaire anonymously. They were asked,

however, to indicate the name .of the school, their grade level, and sex.

(See appendix for survey form.)

The classroom teacher read directions to the students, who were

instructed to answer each item "yes" or "no." As with the teacher and

parent survey, pupils in non-public schools were included in the survey.

The survey was not administered below grade four simply because most

pupils would not have been able to read the questionnaire. Other

instruments were developed and administered to primary grade pupils and

will be discussed later in this report. Students in 53 schools responded

to the survey--a total of 18,394 students, 10,207 in grades four througi,

six and 8)187 in grades seven through eleven.

Since no previous survey of this type has been administered, it is

not possible to compare these results with those of similar data collected

earlier. It is possible, however, to test the general hypothesis (PTAT).C)



and to test possible response differences between elementary and secondary

level pupils.

Methods of Analysis

Student surveys were constructed such that they could be scored by

machine. The per cents of affirmative responses were computed by grade

level as well as by type of school attended, i.e., PT, ST, or C schools.

Chi square analyses were made to test the general hypothesis within bola

elementary and secondary schools and also to determine whether elementary

level pupils differed in comparison with secondary pupils. The results

of these analyses are shown in Table*5 in the last three columns.

Results

Table 5 shows the per cent of affirmative responses of pupils classi-

fied by level and type of school. The item numbers refer to their order

on the questionnaire. For convenience, these items have been grouped in the

table around five broad areas mentioned previously.

Dail Valence Toward School, To change the hearts of pupils toward

education is as important an objective of the Eciacation Act as is the

changing of mind. This set of items attempted to measure the general

feeling of pupils toward school.

When asked "Do you like school?", 80 per cent of all pupils indicated

yes. Elementary level pupils "like sdhool" to a greater extent than

secondary level pupils although it was noted that 10th and llth grade

pupils responded more affirmatively than those in the 7th, 8th and 9th.

This may be the result of dissatisfied pupils dropping out of school leaving

the more successful pupil to enter grades ten and eleven. At the elementary

level, it was found that PT=ST=C but for secondary level pupils, PDSTX,

thus confirming the general hypothesis.
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The majority of pupils (64%) felt they would like to talk more with

their teachers. This tendency was noted to a greater extent aMong elementary

level than secondary level pupils. In elementary grades PT=ST=C1 while in

the secondary grades PT=ST)C.

The item "Would you like to spend more time at school?" was answered

affirmatively by fewer pupils than any other item on the questionnaire.

Elementary pupils wtre Significantly more affirmative to this question than

were secondary pupils. At the elementary level PT>ST)C, while for secondary

pupils PT=ST)C. It is interesting to note that, while the large majority

of pupils like school, they do not wish to spend more time in school.

"Do you like your school?" was responded to in the same manner as

"Do you like school?" Elementary pupils like their school more than secon-

dary pupils but within secondary level schools PT>ST>C. The item "Do you

look forward to coming to school each morning?" showed precisely the same

pattern as the "like school" and ."like your school" items.

In general, it would appear that pupils have a rather high valence toward

school, even though they do not wish to spend more time at school. There is

a definite trend for elementary pupils to have more positive feelings toward

school than secondary level pupils. The general hypothesis was confirmed

at the secondary level and to a lesser extent at the elementary level.

Concerns Relative to Improvement in School. Pupils who are concerned

about doing better in school are presumed to be more highly motivated than

those who do not care or are =tent with their present output.

The item, "Do you need more help from your teacher?" was given an

affirmative answer by about two out of three pupils at both the elementary

and secondary level. There was a significant difference, however, in

response by type of school. For both elementary and secondary pupils,

PT=ST)C was indicated.
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Only 42 per cent of all pupils indicated they were satisfied. with their

report card marks. Except for 35 per cent who wanted to spend more time in

school, this item showed the least affirmative response. It is quite

apparent that elementary pupils are relatively more satisfied with their

marks than secondary pupils, but within school level there was no

significant difference among pupils in PT, ST, or C schools.

When asked, "Do you worry about your schoolwork?" 77 per cent of all

pupils answered yes. Elementary and secondary school children answered

yes i about the same proportion. At the elementary level, PT=ST=C,

while at the secondary level, PT=ST)C.

In general, it appears that children sampled are concerned about their

schoolwork, and that one may infer a motivation to do better. There is some

indication that this concern is more prevalent in target than control schools.

Parent Involvement in Pupil and up,..PiLs Education. Responses to this

set of four items mould indicate a rather high degree of parent involvement

in their children's education. None of these four items showed any differences

between PT, ST or C schools, while three items (14, 15, 16) showed higher

responses by elementary pupils than by secondary pupils. Thus, it would

appear that parents of elementary children talk more about school at home,

talk more to their child's teacher, and give more praise at home for good

schoolwork than do older pupils in secondary grades.

It is difficult to explain why there was no level difference in

responses to the question regarding talking with parents about their future

job or career. One would expect this topic to be less frequent among

younger pupils than among oiler pupils; yet the results showed a consis-

tently high per cent of all pupils (85%) talking with their parents about

their future job. This finding may have implications for curriculum
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orientation. Perhaps the curriculum should be more job or career oriented

at least to the extent of showing the connection between schoolwork and the

job future of the pupil.

Self-Imapis and Aspiration. As a total group, two out of three pupils

felt that they are doing better in their schoolwork, although, as has been

consistently noted, elementary level pupils are more affirmative in their

responses than secondary level pupils. It was believed that this item

would show differences among types of schools, but the facts do not bear

this out. For both elementary and secondary level pupils PT=ST=C.

When asked, "Do you think you will graduate from high school?"

89 per cent of all pupils answered xes, but there were significantly

more secondari pupils answering affirmatively than elementaTy pupils.

This latter trend is reversed when pupils were asked "Do ',you hope to go

to college?" For this item it was found that more elementary pupils hope

to go to college than secondary pupils. It is seen that approximately the

same prorortion of elementary pupils think they will graduate from high

school and hope to go to college. The large majority (yver 90%) of

secondary school pupils, however, think they will graduate from high school,

while only about 75% hope to go to college. Apparently, the aspiration

level of pupils does decrease as they get older. It is difficult to

explain why ST>PT>.0 for secondary level pupils in terms of hoping to

go to college. It is the only item in which ST) PT.

Ftoject Qbjectives. The establistlent of elementary school libraries,

provision for field trips, and provision for hobby interests are objectives

of certain projects outlined in the introduction. This set of five items

sought to determine whether target school pupils were reading more, obtaining

satisfaction and learning from field trips, and developing hobbies.



It was found that 77 per cent of all sampled pupils read books from the

library, but elementary grade pupils do so to a greater extent (about 85%)

than secondary grade pupils (about 68%). Only 52 per cent of all pupils

read more than is required by their schoolwork, and again elementary pupils

do so more than secondary pupils. Within elementary and secondary levels,

there were no significant response differences in these two items among

PT, ST and C schools.

The data shaw that 95 per cent of all pupils enjoy field trips and

74 per cent believe that field trips help in their schoolwork, regardless

of grade level. At the secondary level, PT> ST=C concerning whether field

trips help in schoolwork, but no significant difference was observed for

this item at the elementary level, although PT schools have done much to

arrange meaningful trips and help the classroom teacher to relate such

experiences to tht instructional program.

About three out of four pupils at both elemtntary and secondary level

indicated they had hobbies. No significant difference was noted among Pf:

ST and C in spite of the fact that the after-school program in target

schools does attempt to encourage hobbies.

Summary and Conclusions

A student questionnaire of 20 items was administered to all pupils in

grades four through eleven in target and control schools. Students responded

anonymously to the questionnaire, to which they gave xes or no answers. The

instrument attempted to measure student attitudes and feelings toward school,

concerns about school improvement, expression of parent interest, student

self-image and aspiration, and a sample of their behaviors relative to

specific project objectives. A total of 18,394 public and non-public'school

students completed the survey.
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The results were analyzed to test the general hypothesis and to determine

any differences between the responses of elementary level and secondary

level students.

General conclusions are as follows:

1. Of the 40 chi square tests of the general hypothesis, 20 at the
elementary and 20 at the secondary level, 12 were significant.
The general finding was confirmation of the hypothesis at least

to the extent that PT and ST)C. From this it is inferred that

the program has met many of its broad objectives as measured by

student responses.

2. Students in general have a high positive valence toward school,
although they do not wish to spend more time in school. Ele-

mentary pupils like school more than secondary pupils, although
the general hypothesis was more confirmed at the secondary than

the elementary level.

3. Pupils in general but especially elementary pupils, appear to be

concerned about their schoolwork. This concern seems to be more

prevalent in target than control schools.

4 Students indicate a high degree of parent involvement in their
education but more so for elementary than secondary pupils. No

rignificant difference among PT, ST, or C schools was noted in

terms of parent involvement.

5. Aspiration level, as reflected by the hope to graduate from high
school (89%) and to go on to college (82%) is high. There is

evidence that college aspiration does lower from elementary to

secondary level, but aspiration for high school graduation

increases from elementary to secondary level. Most pupils

believe they are doing better in their schoolwork, but ele-

mentary pupils believe so more than secondary pupils.

6. Good reading habits were more prevalent among elementary than
secondary pupils, but no significantAifferences were noted

among PT, ST, and C. Pupils indicate they enjoy field .trips

(95%) and that the trips help in their schoolwork (74%).

PT pupils at the secondary level seemed to be helped most in the

schoolwork by field trips.

About 3 out of 4 pupils indicated they have hobbies, but no significant

difference was noted among PT ST, or C.

7. Finally, it is of importance to note the discrepancies between

student and teaCher responses to similar areas. Teachers view .

parent interest and involvement law, while pupils rate it high.
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Similarly, teachers rate pupil aspiration, concern over school-

work (motivation), and general student attitude toward school

as being low, while student response would indicate these cate-

gories are high. What are the causes of these discrepancies

assuming the responses of both groups are valid? How, for

example, can 82 per cent of all pupils indicate a hope to go

to college yet possess characteristics, as seen by teachers,

that mitigate against further education? Understanding this

complex problem is crucial to developing an effective program.
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RESULTS OF PARENT 1URVEY

Rationale

To a significant extent, the objectives of the various ESEA projects

are directed toward achieving more active parent participation and interest

in the school. The Parent Education Project has this goal as its major

objective. It is presumed that the motivation of students toward school is

largely related to the interest and involvement of the parents in their

child's education. The survey was not given with the intention of measuring

the effectiveness of projects per se. In all probability, parents would

know little about the Education Act projects or services and certainly would

not know projects by name. Instead, the strategy was to measure over-all

interest and involvement in the school and obtain their reactions in terms

of observable behaviors of their own children.

Description of the Survey

From a listing of all pupils enrolled in each target and control school,

a five per cent random sample was drawn. From this sample a group of 20

pupils was selected randomly from each public school and a corresponding

percentage from each non-public school. The parents of these children were

interviewed individually by para-professional workers employed under the

Parent Education Project. In control schools, interviews were made either

by parent aides or through volunteer help of the P.T.A. In cases where

the parents identified in the sampling process could not be interviewed,

workers were instructed to contact the next parent on the master list. Of

the original sample, 72.8 per cent were interviewed.

The interview consisted of reading a fourteen item questionnaire to

which the respondent answered "Much," "Some," "Nbt at all," to each item.*

For analytic purposes, the responses Nuch" and "Some" were grouped together

* The parent survey form is shown in the appendix.
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as affirmative responses while "Not at all" was considered a negative

response.

Method of Analysis

The responses of parents were grouped in tuo ways: by type of school

(PT, ST, C) and grade level (elementary, secondary) in which their child

was enrolled. The general hypothesis that PT>SnoC was tested by chi

square analyses of affirmative responses for each item disregarding grade

level. Similarly, chi square analyses were made by grade level differences

disregarding type of school.

Results

Per cents of affirmative p&_ vt responses to each questionnaire item,

by type of school and grade level of child, are shown in Table 6.

Inspection of the total response column indicates +hat 85 per cent of all

parents sampled answered affirmatively to all items. The items receiving

the highest (97%) affirmative responses were: "Does (your child) like

school?" and "Do you like (school's name) school?" Ninety-five per cent

of the parents believe teachers and principals are "interested" in their

children, and 94 per cent believe their children are improving in their

schoolwork.

When asked, "Are you in any way active in the school?" only 37 per

cent answered affirmatively; yet, 81 per cent indicated that they were

encouraged to participate in school activities, and 90 per cent wish to

"know more about" their child's school. If one accepts these responses

as valid, there seems to be a fertile field for more parent participation

if ways can be devised to attract them or possible school-home barriers

can be lowered. It is unfortunate that the instrument did not explore

why parents do not participate in the school. Such questions will be

included in next year's survey.
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Further inspection of Table 6 reveals highly similar results among

parents in PT, ST, and C school areas as well as between elementary and

secondary level schools. No chi square statistic reached the five per

cent level of significance among PT, ST, and C schools except item 12,

"Are you in any way active in school?" The general hypothesis of PT!),

ST>C was confirmed for this item. Since the Parent Education Project

operates in both PT and ST schools, the fact that PT schools exceeded ST

schools probably means that parent activity in school is encouraged through

several projects, e.g., the Early Childhood Education Project, which

operates mainly in PT schools.

Summary and Conclusions

A standardized interview was given to a random sample of 716 parents

in target and control school areas. Interviews were given by parents

living in the area and working in the Parent Education Project.

The conclusions are:

1. There was an expression by parents of high positive valence

toward school. For example,57 per cent of the parents like the

school their child attends and believe their children like the

school.

2. While parents seem to be highly interested in school, the amount

of active participation is relatively low as shown by the fact

that only.37 per cent indicated that they were active in the school.

It is inferred that more ways need to be discovered to attract

parents to the school and to identify possible barriers to their

more active participation.

3. Parents of elementary school children responded similarly to

parents of secondary school children in relation to all items

on the questionnaire.

4. Parents of children in PT, ST and C schools rekeJnded similarly to

all questionnaire items with one exception. The item "Are you in any

way active in school?" was responded to most affirmatively by parents

of children in PT schools, followed by parents from ST and C schools.

It was only for this item that the general hypothesis was confirmed:

PT>ST>C. It is presumed that the large number of projects operating

in the PT schools probably had the effect of bringing parents into

active contact with the school.
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PUPIL ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT

Rationale

Most of the objectives of the Education Act projects aim at changing

pupil behavior in various ways. Many of these changes may be viewed as

changes in personality or value structure, e.g., self-image or the value

to prize education. Important as these objectives are, a sustained increase

in academic achievement would be a highly desirable result of the program.

To a large extent, objectives other than higher achievement are viewed as

intermediate steps or pre-conditions to higher achievement. Increased

pupil attendance, motivation and self-concept, for example, are usually

valued not only because of their presumed intrinsic worth, but also because

it is believed that with these characteristics pupils will achieve better.

Certainly the traditional and still most accepted purpose of formal

education is to provide pupils with the basic academic tools thought to

be needed to functi)n in our society. It is no matter of chance that

state and federal authorities insist on the measurement of academic

achievement in evaluating Education Act programs. Implicitly or explicitly,

each of the thirteen projects composing the Education Act program in 1965-66

was aimed at increasing pupil achievement.

As important as increased achievement may be, numerous sttdies;

measuring the effects of various compensatory education efforts reveal that

higher achievement is extremely difficult to attain, especially over sus-

tained periods of time. One criticism of such studies is that usually too

much is expected over short periods of time. Habits built up aver several

years cannot be broken down over short periods, regardless of the intensity

of treatment. New habits are much more easily acquired than old habits are

discarded. To a large extent, perhaps, there must be more emphasis on the

latter than on the former.
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The data presented in this section are viewed primarily as baseline data.

Comparisons of pupil adhievement for the school year 1965-66 in relation to

previous years are not made for several reasons. First, comprehensive test

data over a number of years is not available for all,grades. 'Ale city-wide

testing program, for example, provides results by school only in grades two,

four, and six. Secondly, the specific tests that wtre administered in the

past were different from those used to establish achievement data for the

school year 1965-66. In those grades where achievement data were based on

the same test, the tests were administered at different times of the year,

thus making achievement comparisons somewhat tenuous. Finally, comparisons

of achievement against previous years, assuming valid comparisons could be

made, would ptobably show little difference in achievement since the Educa-

tion Act program was in operation for only a few months.

In addition to providing baseline data, the achievement test results

presented in this section can serve other purposes. Analysis of test

results, for example, can be used for diagnostic purposes. Such results can

be used to determine the emphasis and direction of remedial efforts for suc-

cessive years. Secondly, achievement results obtained over successive grade

levels do reveal the pattern of achievement typical of disadvantaged chil-

dren. Patterns of academic development will be useftl to teachers in terms

of understanding pupil growth. Changes in these patterns, in effect, repre-

sent the goal of many of the Education Act projects.

Method of Analysis

In all target and control schools standardized achievement tests were

administered to grades two through eleven in May, 1966, with the exception

of grade six, where public school pupils were tested in February as part of

the regular city-wide testing program. The tests were administered by

teachers, but machine scored in all grades except grades two and three,
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where pupils are too young to use separate answer sheets. In the latter

two grades, tests were scored by the Division of Evaluation Services. All

tests were administered in late May within a period of approximately one

week. The test battery and test form given at each grade level are shown

below:

Standardized Achievement Tests Given by Grade Level

Grade Level Test Used

2 Metropolitan Primary I, Form A

3 Stanford Primary II, Form X
l. Stanford Intermediate I, Form X

5 & 6 Stanford Intermediatz II, Form X

7,8, & 9 Stanford Advanced, Form W

10 & 11 Stanford High School Basic, Form W

The above tests were analyzed only for pupils in regular classes, thus

excluding pupils in slow learning classes, classes for the blind and deaf,

and special classes for the physically and emotionally laandicapped children.

Distributions of raw scores for each subtest were made for primary

target, secondary target, and control schools. From these frequency

distributions, the three quartile points were computed and finally con-

verted into grade scores in grades two through nine. The quartile points

in grades ten and eleven were converted to standard scores rather than

grade scores, (Grade scores at the high school level are inappropriate.)

Previous experience with the newly revised Stanford Battery has shown

the norms to be extremely demanding, i.e., it is a "difficult" test. The

reason is that the pupils on whom the norms wre established tended to be

above average in scholastic aptitude. The mean I.Q. of the standardization

population was between 106 and 109. When such tests are used on a popu-

lation similar to that of Cincinnati, where the mean I.Q. of the general

population is close to 100, the consequence is thht grade scores will

appear to be lower, unless scholastic aptitude is taken into account.



Adjusted grade scores based on pupil scholastic aptitude will not be pre-

sented except for illustrative purposes since the basic intent of this

study is to provide baseline data. Since the same batteries will be

administered in May, 1967, the focus will be on increase from. May, 1966,

rather than on the measurement of achievement compared to national norms,

Ea se. The tests used were selected primarily because of the appropriate-

ness of their content.

Results

The results of the standardized achievement tests given in grades two

through nine are shown in Table 7 and those for grades 10 and 11 are shown

in Table 8. The results for grades two through nine are reported as grade

scores, while those of grades 10 and 11 are reported as standard scores.

Only one senior high school is a primary target school, while there are

no secondary or control senior high schools.

The data showo in Table 7 are numerous and complex but do reveal some

vel7 interesting results. Close inspection reveals that the achievement

of pupils in primary target, seconclary target, and control schools is

distinctly different. In contrast to the general hypothesis of PT)ST)C,

the test results reveal the reverse situation, i.e., C>ST>PT. This result

certainly comes as no surprise for, indeed, it is these achievement dif-

ferences that were used in identifjing PT, ST and C schools. As will be

seen more clearly later on, secondb.ry target schools exceed the general

achievement of the primary taret schools by 1 to 4 months at the median

level of achievement. The control schools, on the other hand, exceed the

secondary target schools by 1 to 13 months. Thus, it is apparent that

there is a closer similarity between PT and ST schools than there is between

target and control schools. It is also evident that the median grade scores

at all grade levels do.not reach the norm.
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Table 8. Summary of Standardized Achievement Test Standard Scores1 for
Grades 10 and 11 in Primary Target School.

Grade Level Norm Standard Scores
Battery Used Q1 Q2 Q3

Subtest Mdn.

GRADE 10 (50) N=402
Stanford High School, Form W
English bel. 25 25 25

Reading 36 41 46
Numerical Competence 35 41 46

Mathematics, Part A 39 45 49

Battery Mid-Score 36 41 46

GRADE 11 (50) N=259
Stanford High School, Form W

English bel. 25 25 25

Reading 38 43 48
Numerical Competence 35 41 46
Mathematics, Part A 38 44 50

Battery Mid-Score 37 42 47

The standard scores have a mean of 50 and a standard deviation of 10.

In order to detect relative strengths and weaknesses of the pupils tested,

the subtests which showed the highest achievement for each grade level were

noted as well as the subtests which showed the lowest achievement. There

was a great deal of consistency among PT, ST and C schools in terms of

their relative performance on subtests. All three types of schools showed

the highest subtest performance to be in the area of spelling, followed

by arithmetic computation. The subtest on which pupils did least well was in

the area of language, dealing with grammar, punctuation, sentence structure,

etc. On all batteries containing a language subtest, performance on this

subtest was lowest, with the exception of grade four where it was second

lowest. Word s'cady skills in grade four showed the lowest relative achieve-

ment.
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Why should spelling and arithmetic computation be consistently higher

than achievement in other areas? Is this a function of our curricular

emphasis? What do spelling and arithmetic computation have in common?

Are they types of skills that are subject to drill and repetition and there-

fore relatively easy to teach? This phenomenon must be studied, for if

special techniques that are used in teaching these subjects are especially

effective, such techniques might be applied in other areas.

Why should pupils be consistently lower on the language tests? Is this

an area that needs more emphasis in the curriculum; or is it simply an

area that is much more difficult to teach? Are the unique characteristics

of disadvantaged children such that they have the greatest difficulty in

learning language skills? Literature certainly reveals that poor language

is one of the most distinguishing features which characterizes disadvantaged

children. Perhaps the problem in teaching language is that much unlearning

must take place before new learning can occur.

Some of the essential features of Table 7 may be seen more clearly when

only the battery mid-scores are reported by grade. Perhaps the most strik-

ing fact shown in Table 7 is the so-called "cumulative deficit." In this

context, it means that the older the child becomes, the greater is his

deviation from the norm. Thus, there is no "catching up" phenomenon. To

illustrate, consider the battery mid-scores (Q2) for primary target schools

from grades two through nine. When these scores are subtracted from the

appropriate grade norm the follawing deviations from the norm are obtained:

Months of Deviation

Grade From Norm
For PT Schools (Q2)

2 7

3 -12

4 -14

5 -18

6 -20

7 -24

8 -28
9 -32



The preceeding data are typical for ST and C schools as well as for

other quartile points. The data show that by the time these children

complete grade three they are approximately one year below norm in general

achievement. By the end of grade six, they are about two years below norm

and by the end of grade nine, they are about three years below the norm.

.ch findings are not peculiar to Cincinnati.

The cumulative deficit is noted not only by comparing performance

against national norms but also by comparing differences within the same

set of pupils between ql.lartile points by grades. For example, the dif-

ferences between Q2 and Qi in battery mid-scores in primary target schools

from grades two through nine are: 3, 5, 5, 7, 8, 9, and 15 months,

respectively. Thus, achievement differences within the same set of schools

become largest with age and grade.

Lest this phenomenon be misunderstood to mean that the achievement of

these pupils becomes relatively lower with successive grades, it would be

well to translate these data to percentiles. Percentiles reflect the

relative rank order of performance with respect to the normative population.

To illustrate that relative achievement remains approximately the same, we

may consider the Paragraph Meaning subtest, which is a part of the test

battery, gtven from grades three through nine in primary target schools.

Below are shown the grade scores for each grade (taken from TaWie 7) and

their percentile equivalents.

Paragraph Deviation Percentile

Meaning From Norm Equivalent

Median Grade Score (in months) of Grade Score

Grade PT Schools M

3 2.6 -13 11

4 3.0 -19 8

5 3.9 -20 10

6 4.6 -20 1 2

7 5.2 -27 12

8 6.o -29 12

9 6.4 -35 12

INEININNIONMININ



From the preceeding, it is seen that while grade scores increasingly

dc/iabe from national norms, the relative status of achievement is fairly

uniform, ranging from a low at the eighth percentile in grade four to a high

:14: the twelfth percentile in grades six through nine. Obviously, pupils

deviate from the national norm more in higher grades than in lower grades

because there is more "room" for difference to occur. This result is

characteristic in all schools, regardless of pupil ability or achievement.

Threral other analyses similar to that shown above were made. There was

generally a slight rise in percentile rank with successive grade level (in

spite of the fact that deviation from norm increased).

The test results for grades 10 and 11 shown in Table 8 are reported as

standard scores with a mean of 50 and a standard deviation of 10. The

relatively low performance on the language test noted in grades four through

nine is continued in grades ten and eleven as shown by the English test

results. The English test measures many of the same areas as the language

test (capitalization, punctuation, grammar) in earlier grades. Performance

on the mathematics test was highest, a fact which is reminiscent of relatively

high achievement on the arithmetic computation test in the elementary grades.

While the grade score comparison from grade to grade shows that pupil

increasingly deviate from norm as they get older, their rate of educational

growth is highly uniform. This fact is shown when battery mid-scores are

plotted against national grade norms for each grade as in Figure 1. The

pattern of development can almost be characterized as a straight line which

is, of course, a function of the way grade norms are developed. The rate of

growth for target school children is usually five to seven months per school

year. (It should be remembered that the normative child in the Stanford

Battery was well above average in scholastic aptitude.)



Is the achievement of these pupill;, good? Obviously the answer depends

oa what is meant by "good." Many would believe that achievement below norm

is mit good, while achievement above norm is good. Such reasoning is absurd

since a norm is an average which, by definition, relegates 50 per cent of a

population above norm and 50 per cent below that point. Such reasoning

would indicate 50 per cent failure regardless of excellence.

Another approach to evaluating test results is to ask what is expected

in terms of a pupil's potential. This approach has its limitations too

since no one knows the true potential of human capabilities. While

scholastic aptitude tests (so-called.I.Q. tests) do not measure pure heredi-

axy mental ability, they do predict academic success reasonably well.

Such tests are themselves achievement tests, the difference being in the

way norms are developed. In spite of their lititations, theoretical

scholastic aptitude tests do provide the best basis for achievement expec-

tancy that is currently available. If one is willing to accept this basis

for expectancy, the actual achievement of these pupils is about at par

with other pupils nationally with similar scholastic aptitude.

Consider, for example, the sixth grade achievement results of pupils

in primary target schools. These pupils had a median I.Q. of 88.10 as

measured by the Lorge-Thorndike Verbal Ability Tests in the fall of the

sixth grade. From the Standard Achievement Manual the average deviations

from norm made by pupils nationally with similar scholastic ability can

be determined. For example, a youngster with an (Otis) I.Q. of between

82 and 90 who is in the sixth grade normally would achieve 22 months below

norm in Word Meaning. Since the sixth grade tests were given in February,

the norm is 6.6. Subtracting 22 months from 6.6 yield an expectancy of

4.4. The actual and expected achievement of average sixth grade pupils in
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primary target schools on each subtest is shown below.

Actual Expected Difference

Word Meaning 4.6 4.4 +2
Paragraph Meaning 4.6 4.4 +2
Spelling 5.1 4.7 +4
Language. 4.1 4.1 0

Arithmetic Computation 5.0 5.4 -4

Arithmetic Concepts 4.7 4.9 -2

Arithmetic Applications 4.5 4.6 -1

The above data show that reading and language achievement is at or

above expectancy while arithmetic achievement is below expectancy as com-

pared to pupils of similar scholastic aptitude. As a whole, however, the

general achievment is about at par with an eight month total above expec-

tancy and a seven month total below. These data are given only for illus-

trative purposes since the primary intent of this section is to establish

baseline data. Certainly project staff mtmbers will wish to study these

data comprehensively to determine whether certain content areas are

consistently above or below expectancy.

Summary and Conclusions

The purpose of this section vas to establish baseline academic achieve-

ment data upon which to evaluate the Title I program next year. Standardized

achievement tests covering the areas of reading, arithmetic, language, and

others were administered in May, 1966, to grades two through eleven.

Sixth grade tests were given in February, 1966. All primary target, second-

ary target and control schools were tested. Summaries of test results by

grade, sub-test and type of school were reported in quartiles. Results were

compared among types of schools and among subtests, and trends in educational

development were noted. A discussion regarding the evaluation of test results

was presented, wherein the concept of achievement expectancy based on

scholastic aptitude was introduced.
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The major conclusions are as follows:

1. As expected, control schools showed highei general achievement

than secondary target schools which, in turn, showed higher

general achievement than primary target schools. This find-

ing simply confirms our classification of schools in which

the emphasis in services is given in primary target schools.

2. These children achieved relatively highest on spelling and

arithmetic computation and relE.Avely lowest on language.

This finding was consistent froli. 1.rly grades thiyough high

school.

3. As target school children progress through the grades, they

increasingly deviate from national achievement norms, although

they do appear to remain relatively constant (perhaps with a

slight increase) in their ranked position (percentile rank)

with respect to the national group.

4. The educational development (as shown by cross-sectional data)

of target school children is highly uniform. Their average

annual growth in months of achievement is about five to seven'

months,

5. Based on scholastic aptitude tests as predictors of school

achievement, target school children achieve about at expectancy.

In this regard it is apparent that a major goal of the whole

Education Act program is to enable them to achieve above this

expectancy.
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PUPIL SELF-IMAGE

Rationale

Improvement of pupil self-imge is a key objective of the Education Act

program in Cincinnati. In identifying the special educational needs of

disadvantaged children to serve as a basis for organizing projects, teachers,

principals and various personnel specialists repeatedly emphasized the

importance of enhancing the self-image of these children. This is in

contrast to the typical teacher tendency to identify higher achievement as

...
most pressing need, or such goals as higher motivation, better work-

stidy habits, etc. Personnel who work with disadvantaged children believe

a child must feel good about himself before he is capable of school achieve-

ment. A positive self-image is seen as the underpinning for school and

academic motivation, which in turn are viewed as prerequisites to higher

school achievement. Thus, all the projects which give direct service to

children have as one of their objectives the strengthening of pupil self-

image.

Important as this self-image may be, its measurement is most elusive.

Before measurement can be accomplished, there must be an accepted definition

of what is to be measured. Agreement on the definition of self-concept is

lacking. For purposes of this study, however, self-concept is defined as

the picture a person derives of himself from his bodily experiences, drives,

and interpersonal experiences. The self-concept, then, involves all aspects

of the person as they are organized around his self-image. Researchers have

found that self-concept becomes more ur less stable over time and is a

characteristic structure of the ego.

There is also considerable research support for the belief that a more

positive self-concept accompanies successful adjusttent and achievement.

Although a definite cause-effect relationship cannot be established, it
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seems reasonable to speculate that those services that aim at establishing

success patterns within the individual will help to improve his self-image.

Such services as pre-school instruction, remedial and resource teachers,

and after school enrichment acttvities, therefore, seem most likely to

improve the way the pupil sees himself. Consistent with the hypothesis

of PT>ST)C, it is believed that the more concentrated services in the

primary target schools will have the greatest involvement.

Description of Survey

Three instruments were used to evaluate self-concept: Waat I Am Like,

Attitude Toward Self and School, and the Hcuse-Tree-Person test. These

instruments wre administered to random samples of pupils in target and

control schools. What I Am Lik, was given to 847 pupils in grades four

through nine, Attitudes Toward Self and School was used with a sample of

642 primary grade pupils and House-Tree-Person was takm by 1299 pupils in

grades one through nine. All tests were administered by the Division of

Psychological Services.

Although these three instruments may be viewed as having construct

or theoretical validity, none has established predictive validity. As

highly ekperimental measuring devices, they should not be considered

generally reliable for individual pupil diagnosis. Rather, the purpose

toward which these instruments are directed in this study is group compari-

son. Thus, the reliability of the instruments need not be as high as

would be necessary for individual use. Since the tests were given only

once at the end of the school year, the results must be viewed as baseline

data.

What I Am Like. What I Am Like is an instrument developed by the Division

of Psychological Services and the Division of Program Development to measure

self-concept by having pupils rate themselv'es on a ftve point, bi-polar
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adjective scale. This technique is based on Osgood's concept of the

semantic differential.

The instrument consists of three subtests of ten items each. The first

subtest, What I Look Like, consists of adjectives characterizing physical

attributes. The second, What I Am, attempts to measure self-image from

a psychological point of view. The third, What I Am Like When I Am With

My Friends, concerns social attributes. A copy of this instrument is

found in the appendix.

For each item on What I Am Like a score of five represents the positive

pole of the trait, and a cicore of one the negative pole. A rating of three

may be viewed as neutral. In a few cases it was oifficult to assign positive

and negative polarity. On the instrument itself the position of positfve

and negative poles was randomized to avoid a psychological get in rating

the items.

Attitudes Toward Self and School. The Attitudes Toward Seif and School

or "Faces" test consists of 18 items, each having two circles drawn to

represent a smiling and frowning face. The pupils is asked to blacken the

nose of the picture that describes how he feels when the examiner reads a

particular statement. For example, "flow do you feel about how well you

read?" and "flow do you feel when you get your report card and take it

home?" were two of the 18 items. It was assumed that if a pupil marked the

smiling face this indicated a positive attitude toward whatever was being

measured. On the other hand, if he marked the frowning face, this was

assumed to mean that his feelings were more negative.

Although the items were selected on the basis of previous research in

motivation and self-concept, no validity or reliability evidence is available

for the "Faces" instrument. Rather than scoring the instrument, the responses

to individual items were examined for information about self-concept and

school motivation.
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House-Tree-Person. The House-Tree-Person test is a projective technique

in which pupils draw these three commonly experienced objects. The tech-

nique assumes that children (and others) express their drives; needs and

inter-personal experiences in the drawings they make. A review of several

studies relating self-concept to children's drawings revealed 18 possible

hypotheses, eight of which seemed to have the support of experimenzal

evidence and Clinical cross-validation by more than one author. Pupil

drawings were scored for the following eight factors.

1. Size of the first person drawn. Research indicates that a persom's

self evaluation affects the way ae draws the human figure and

that largest figures are drawn by children Nerl more positive self

evaluation.

2. Degree of discrupancy of first person from the vertical position.

Hammer concludes that the self-image can be projected in the person

drawing. A toppling figure reflects the subject's concern about,

and desire to surrender to, environmental forces.

3. Detailing in drawings. Hammer describes this as an index of feelings

of adequacy. He states that changes in a child's self perceptions

can be noted through changes in various details from one drawing

to another.

4 Detailing of face in the first person drawn. This is an extension

of number 3. It is important in that self-concept is focused in

the head and the face of the person drawing.

5. Position of drawn wholes on the pages. Children who center their

work on the paper tend to be more self-directed and secure.

6. Degrading of drawings. This occurs when the child feels his

experiences have beaten him and left him emotionally crippled.

7. Sex of the person drawn first. Sex identification is related to

self-concept. Most people draw their own sex first.
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8. Distortion of drawings. Drawings are the product of experience.

The effects of experience will modify the detailing, proportion

and perspective produced.

A scoring system was developed to measure the degree of presence of

each factor. Each factor was scored on a three-point scale making the

maximum score 24, i.e., eight factors times three points each. Since this

scoring system is unique, no norms are available.

Method of Analysis

The data yielded by the three self-concept instruments were compiled

and treated to suitable statistical tests. In each case a comparison of

primary target, secondary target and control schools was made to test the

general hypothesis: PT:ST>C.

Results

What I Am Like. Mean ratings were computed for each of the 30 bi-

polar traits on What I Am Like. These were figured separately for PT,

ST, and C schools at each level, elementary and secondary. These means

are shown in Table 9 .

Inspection of this table shows a high degree of similarity in the means

for individual items as well as subtest mears. The eighteen subtest means

reported by level and type of school vary from a low of 3.51 to a 'high of

3.95; thus showing a high degree of similarity. The over-all subtest

means for What I Look Like, What I Am, and What I Am Like When I Am With

My Friends are seen to be 3.88, 3.82, and 3.77, respectively. Thus, it

would appear that there is little difference in the physical, psychological,

and social concepts of self as measured by this instrument.

Only fourteen means mit of the 180 presented in Table 9 were below the

3.00 point, which may be viewed as the neutral point. Most of the twelve

means below the neutral point were obtained from items in which it was
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difficult to identify the positive from the negative pole, e.g.,

listen-tell. It would be most interesting to administer this instrument to

a group of suburban pupils to determine how much of a difference, if any,

there would be in a mean response to each item.

Inspection of the last column of Tal'le 9 which lists the grand means

for each item, ignoring school classification, reveals that highest

five means were obtainel for: clean, 4.69; friend, 4.60; together, 4.54;

happy, 4.52; and somebody, 4.51. Only three traits had an average response

below the 3.00 mark: listen, 2.36; follower, 2.93; and shy, 2.95.

griC.1 data in TatLe 9 were analyzed through a three way analysis of

variance; level of school, type of school, and subtest. The ten means

within each subtest and within a given level and type of school were

viewed as random samples of means each measuring what the subtest is

intended to measure. Thus, the error variance was viewed as that repre-

sented within each of the 18 cells of the table. The strategy was to test

for significance of over-all between variance. If this variance were

found to be significant, separate tests for school level difference, type

of school differences, and subtest differences would follow. _le F-ratio

obtained from the over-all between variance to within variance, however,

had a value of less than one. Therefore, it was concluded that signifi-

cant difference in the means was apparent. With reference to the general

hypothesis: FT>ST>C.

While the general hypothesis is not confirmed in these results, the

data suggest that the over-all picture of self-concept is a positive one

as evidenced by the mean rating of 3.83 for all items and all pupils.

Attitudes Toward Self and School. For each item on the "Faces" test

the proportion of children marking the smiling face was computed for the

PT, ST and C groups. These proportions are shown in Table 10 . In general

4



terms, it would appear that most of these youngsters have fairly positive

concepts of self and others, and their attitudes toward school seem

basically positive, too. That is, since a majority of pupils marked the

"smiling" face in each of the 18 items rather than the "frowning" face

their attitudes toward self and school seem essentially positive in nature.

Because normative data or comparable data from other children is not

available, however, this generalization must be considered tentative.

From the rank ordering of items described in Table 10, another

generalization seems evident. Items 3, 9, 14, 6, 13, 18 and 15 all pertain

to a child's attitudes toward school, and all of these items fall in the

upper half of the rank order listing. This would seem to suggest that

these children's attitudes toward school, especially, are positive. Their

motivation seems to be fairly high.

On the other hand, those items which fall in the lower half of the

listing seem to reflect two different kinds o2 concerns. Several items are

"future" oriented (i,e., 4, 16 and 1), and other items refer to the way a

child feels that other persons relate to him (i.e., 12 and 10). Obviously

no firm conclusions can be drawn from these data at all, but there does

seem to be a hint of negative outlook toward the future and a feeling of

negative treatment by other persons (neighbors and other children). Future

studies would be required to confirm the point, of course.

Chi square analyses were ;Ilade for each item to test for differences among

type of school. None of the 18 analyses showed significant differences.

Thus, PT=ST=C with respect to self-image among primary grade children.
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Table10. Proportion of Children Marhing "Smilihe Faces by Type oT School and Item.

Item Primary Target Secondary Target Control

No. Item N= 263 322 57

8. About how healthy and strong you are 97% 95% 96%

3. When you have a chance to learn something 94 96 96

9. About how well ycu read 94 93 98

24. About how much you hnow 92 92 100

6. When you th;nh about how fast you learn 92 89 95

13. When you get your report card and take it

home 92 83 84

18. When teacher says it's your turn to read

out loud

15. About how well you do arithmetic

90

89

88 91

85 89

; 11. About how you look and the kind of face

you have 88 86 86

17. About the way your teacher treats you 84 77 89

4. When you think about going home after

school each day 79 79 86

7. When teacher says she is going to give

a test 73 63 72

5. When teacher tells.you to get out your

books and begin work 72 62 72

16. When you think about next year in school 72 66 74

10. About the way the neighbors treat you 72 67 72

1. About growing up and getting older 70 81 84

12. About the wly other children treat you 64 55 68

2. When its time to get up and go to school 63 57 61

TOTAL PERCENT BY TYPE OF SCHOOL 82 79 84
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Hbuse-Tree-Person. Scores on the House-Tree-Person instrument were

grouped by primary grades 1-3, intermediate grades 4-6, and secondary

grades 7-9, thus resulting in a three by three table of type of school

(PT, ST, and C) and grade level (primary, intermediate and secondary).

The meamscores are shown in Table 11.

Table 11. Mean Scores Obtained from tha House-Tree-Person Test Scored to
Measure Self-Image by Grade Level and Type of School.

?T ST C Total
Grades Mean Mean Mean Mean

N N) (g) (N)

1-3 14.65 14.91 14.60 14;79

(168) (281) (48) (497)

4-6 17.46 17.73 17.16 17.59

(154) (256) (38) (448)

7-9 18.56 17.97 19.57 19.04

(124) ( -.(207) (23) (354)

TOTALS 16.71 16.73 16.54 16.91

(446) (744) (109) (1299)

Inspection of these means in Table 11 shows themLtebd,highly Similar

among PT, ST and C schools within grade levels. There is a very distinct

increase in score, however, as children increase in age-grade level. Total

means by type of school are very similar.

The analysis of variance was complicated by the fact that there were

unequal numbers in the cells in the table. An approximation method is

Vas used as described by Snedecor.1 The analysis of variance confirmed

what is obvious from Table 11, that is, that grade differences were

significant, and that type of school differences were non-significant.

Nbt so apparent from Table 11, however, was a significant interaction between

1. Snedecor, George W., Statistical Methods, Iowa State College Press,

1957, page 386.
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grades and type of school. Closer inspection of Table 3.1. reveals this

interaction to result from within the secondary grades 7-9. In the

secondary grades, it is seen that control schools were higher than

primary target schools, which in turn were higher than secondary target

schools. This significant interaction should be viewed as tentative

because of the small number of pupils in the sample from the control

schools (23).

Since no normative data is available, the only types of comparisons

that are possible are internal comparisons. AsSuming the instrument is

a valid measure of self-concept in terms of the way it was scored and the

factors identified, the results seem to contradict earlier studies which

indicate that self-image of disadvantaged pupils decreases as they grow

older. In this study the aver-all scores for self-image were increased

from 14.79 in the primary grades to 17.59 in the intermediate grades and

19.04 in the secondary grades. This trend was not noted in the What I

Am Like instrument, where means at the elementary level were similar to

those at the secondary level rather than lower. It is possible that grade

level differences in means for the House-Tree-Person are more a function

of artistic ability and maturity than they are of self-concept. This

possibility will be studied by further analyses of the eight subtest scores.

If maturation or artistic ability do influence these scores, the influence

probably would be most noticeable on such factors as detailing in drawings

and detailing of face of the first person drawn. This study will be done

at a later date.

Summary and Conclusions

Three instruments of a highly experimental nature were developed to

measure pupil self-concept. The instruments were: What I Am Like, Attitudes

Toward Self and School, and the House-Tree-Person Test. The What I Am Like



instrument was given in grades 4-9 while the Attitudes Toward Self and

School was given in the primary grades 1-3. The House-Tree-Person test

was administered in grades 1-9. In each instance, the instruments were

given to random samples of pupils in primary target, secondary target and

control schools by school psychologists. The tests were taken late in

the school year and are viewed primarily as baseline data for next year's

evaluation.

The important findings of this section are:

1. In general, the self-image of pupils in primary target, secondary

target and control schools is similar, i.e., PT=ST=C.

2. While these findings must be considered tentative, it does appear

that pupil's self-image in both elementary and secondary schools

is positive (note the low rating teachers give of pupils when they

judge the pupil's self-image as noted in item 27 of the teacher's

survey).

3. As measured by the What I Am Like instrument, there was no apparent

difference in the way pupils viewed themselves psychologically,

socially, or physically. In each instance, the ratings were

sufficiently high to infer that the pupil's self-image was a

positive one.



- 65 -

PROMOTION RATES

Rationale

Any attempt to appraise the effectiveness of a program through an

examination of promotion rates has at least two underlying assumptions:

1. that the standards upon which promotion decisions are based correspond

to the objectives of the program; 2. that promotional decisions have some

degree of validity, that is, that judgements about a pupil's readiness for

promotion reasonably reflect his achievement.

If the standards for promotion vary markedly from the general goals

of the program, promotion rates can be considered indicative only of the

program's effectiveness in accomplishing those ends which are the bases

for promotion. Thus, if the purpose of a school program is to help the

child develop in all aspects of his person while promotional decisions are

based solely on intellectual criteria, promotiOn rates are' reiátWely

meaningless in trying to determine whether the program is achieving its

broader purpose.

One must also be Willing to assume that teacher judgements about

pupils' readiness for proMotion are reasonably accurate. Otherwise,

there can be little meaning in the comparison of promotion and failure

statistics.

In addition, if one is to compare promotion rates from year to year,

school to school, or grade to grade, he must assume reliability or

consistency among the judgements of the various persons making decisions

about promotion. If teachers in school X are much more liberal in advanc-

ing pupils than those in school Y, it is obviously fallacious to conclude

from school'X's higher promotion rates that the objectives of the educational

program are being more successfully achieved.
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Methoa of Analysis

The essential aim of this report is to establish baseline data for

comparison with promotion rates after continuance of the Education Act

program. Since pupils had been exposed to Education Act services for

only about five months in the 1965-66 school year, it is unlikely that

any effects that these services might have on promotion would be visible

at this time.

Promotion rates were determined by dividing the number of 'students

promoted from each grade by the end-of-yeartmembership for that grade.

These ratios were computed for primary target, secondary target and

control schools for the years from 1960-61 through 1965-66. Since

these data, through at least the first five years, appear homogeneous,

composite percentages for the 1960 through 1965 period were computed

for each grade in each type of school. Separate percentages were figured

for 1965-66 to permit a comparison after the first five months of the

Education Act program, even though nc signficant changes were anticipated.

Results

The promotion rates for years ending 1961 through 1965 and for 1965-66

are shown in Table12. The percentages of pupils promoted are lowest at

first grade, jump sharply at grade two, increase steadily through sixth

grade and decrease markedly in grade se.Ven. There is generally an-increase

each year.from grades seven to nine. The elementary rates are fairly

consistent from 1961-65 to 1965-66 with two notable exceptions. These are

the percentages from first grade in secondary target and control schoOls.

The sharp increase in both 1965-66 figures is trateable to a few schools in

each group having extremely low first grade promotion rates in specific

years within the earlier period. Several of these percentages are below 70

and two as law as 61 per cent.
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Table 12. Percentages of Pupils Promoted in Primary Target, Secondary Target

and Control Schools by Grade, 1961-65 and 1965-66.

Primary Target Secondary Target Controls

Grade 6a-65 65-66 61-65 65-66 61-65 65-66

12 91.8%* 89.0

11 91:5 85.8.

10 87.9 90.4

9 88.8 95.7

8 88.6 92.8

7 88.9 90.7

6 98.6 98.5

5 96.6 97.4

4 94.3 94.8

3 94.4 93.8

2 93.5 94.2

1 81.7 80.2

K 99.8 99.9

---- M -.IP 010

.000.1MON ---- _---

MOMMOOM 0.1.0.00.0 410DOft ----

95.9 88.8 94.5 95.7

91.3 88.2 91.6 94.8

91.0 87.5 91.2 95.1

98.4 98.3 99.8 100.0

95.0 93.4 98.6 99.6

95.0 95.4 96.2 99.0

95.4 96.3 96.1 97.7

92.9 95.0 95.0 96.3

78.7 86.6 84.o 89.8

99.8 99.8 99.9 100:0

*Composite for five-year period.
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In all elementary grades (excluding kindergarten) for both sets of

data the control school percentages are higher than those of target schools.

In grades two, four and six, there is little or no difference between the

primary target and secondary target percentages. Secondary target rates

are higher than primary target for grade three, but the reverse is true

for grade ftve. In grade one the primary target rate is higher for the

earlier period, while the secondary rate is higher for 1965-66.

It is interesting to note that in grades seven, eight and nine primary

target rates increased appreciably in 1965-66, control School rates increased

slightly, but secondary target rates decreased. Although there is no

assurance that this phenomenon has any connection with the Education Act

program, it is at least partially consistent with the eMphasis on services

for youth in the primary target schools.

Summary and Conclusions

On the assumption that promotion rates provide a valid basis for

measuring educational effectiveness, percentages of pupils promoted in

each grade level were comput'ed for primary target, secondary target and

control schools. These data were grouped for the five school years pre-

ceding 1965-66 and compared to those of the 1965-66 school year. The

following generalizations seem to follow from the data assembled.

1. Promotion rates tend to rise from a low at first grade level

through each of the five succeeding elementary school grades.

They decrease at seventh grade and generally tend to increase

again through the other junior high school years.

2. Where comparisons are possible among PT, ST and C groups

(grades K through 9), promotion rates are highest in control

schools.
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3. Especially in grades Leven *through nine, primary target school

promotion rates increased in 1965-66, while those in secondary

target schools showed a marked decline,

4. In view of the variation in the data of 1965-66 compared with

those of the earlier period, these promotion rates should prdbably

not be combined to form a single baseline. This is especially

true of the secondary level statistics.
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PUPIL ATTENDANCE

Rationale

The extent to which pupils attend school is assumed to be a good

index of the extent to which they are interested in and motivated for

school work. While there is a distinct possibility that a pupil might

indicate that he likes school, for example, simply because he is

ff

expected" to like school, it would seem that his daily attendance over

a year's period of bime would not be subject to the same time sampling

problem. Attendance rates are probably unbiased indices of the pupils'

attitude toward school.

Obviously, some number of absences are due to illness and other

legitimate causes. Since distinguishing between legal and illegal

absence is extremely difficult, such an attempt was not made. Instead,

total absence figures were collected regardless of cause. It is

reasoned that the ESEA program will result in better attitudes toward

school and thus be rttflected by increased attendance.

Methods of Analysis

Annual average daily absence figures were computed for both

elementary and secondary level schools and within these 1,:./els, for

primary target, secondary target, and control schools. Average daily

absence figures were then divided by average daily membership to arrive

at the average per cent of daily absence (APDA). These figures were

obtained for six conseciltive years starting with 1960-61 and ending in

1965-66. Comparisons of per cent of daily absence before and after

initiation of the Education Act Program were hot made simply because

absence from school is largely a function of time of year. In order

to factor out this bias the APDA was computed only annually.



- 71 -

From this approach it is seen that the data collected should be

viewed as baseline data to determine the normal variation in daily

absence during the six years before the Education Act program was

initiated. Similar data will be collected for the school year 1966-67,

and comparisons will be made with the six year's experience data collected.

Results

Average per cents of daily absence by year, level, and type of

school are shown in Table 13. These results are shown also graphically

in Figures 1 and 2. Inspection of Table 13 reveals three broad generali-

zations. The first is 'et APDA at the elementary level is lower than

it is at the secondary level. At the elementary level, the APDA for

primary target schools is 9.0 for the six year period, 8.7 for secondary

target schools, and 8.5 for control schools. At the s condary level,

the APDA for the six year period is 13.2 for primary target schools,

10.9 for secondary target schools, and 9.4 for control sr,thools.

The second important generalization is the observation that at both

the elementary and secondary level the extent of daily absence is

greatest in primary target schools followed by secondary target schools,

and least in control schools. In shorthand form with respect to APDA,

PT>ST>C. These figures are not surprising, for indeed, the extent

of absence may be viewed as one criterion for the identification of

primary and secondary target schools. Thus, this is one of the reasons

why these schools were selected to receive services under the Education

Act.

The third observation from Table 13 shows that the differences in

APDA among elementary level schools is much less than it is among

secondary level schools. Thus, the largest difference among elementary
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level schools is between primary target schools (9.0%) and control

schools (8.5%) or only .5 per cent difference. From the latter

observation one may infer that absence from school is a more sensitive

indicator of attitude toward school at the secondary level than it is

at the elementary level. In all probability, truancy (in contrast to

legitimate absence) at the elementary level is less common than at the

secondary level possibly because younger children have fewer places to

go and things to do than older pupils; the younger child is more

"homebound." It also may be reasoned that secondary level pupils are

indeed more dissatisfied with school than are elementary pupils.

When similar data are collected for the 1966-67 school year, the

difference between those statistics and the total average per cents of

primary target, secondary target and control schools by level. The

hypothesis is that there will be greatest reduction of absence in

primary target schools, followed by secondary target and control schools,

as compared with the total average per cents for the six baseline years.

Summary and General Findings

Average per cents of daily absence were determined for primary tar-

get, secondary target and control schools at both the elementary and

secondary level for the six year period from 1960-61 to 1965-66. The

average of these six years is taken as baseline data against which com-

p d.sons will be made for the school year 1966-67. The average per cent

of daily absence was calculated by dividing the average daily absence

by the average daily membership.

The general findings are as follows:

1. At both the elementary and secondary level the highest incidence

of average daily absence was in primary target schools followed
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by secondary target schools and control schools. At the elemen-

tary level for the six year period the average per cent of daily

absence was 9.0 in primary target schools, 8.7 in secondary

target schools and 8.5 in control schools. At the secondary

level similar statistics showed an average per cent of daily

absence of 13.2 in primary target schools, 10.9 in secondary

target schools and 9.4 in control schools.

2. Absence in all secondary level schools was greater than absence

in elenentary schools.

3. The differences in average per cent of daily absence within PT,

ST and C schools at the elenentary level was smaller than the

differences among PT, ST and C schools at the secondary level.

From this it is inferred that absence is a more sensitive

indicator of a pupil's attitude toward school for secondary

level pupils than it is for elementary level pupils.
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DROP-OUTS

Rationale

Publicity concerning the school drop-out problem has been abundant.

Most of what is written about the young person whd leaves a' School before

graduation stresses his lack of employability in a complex age of technology

or his proneness to delinquency. Much also has been written concerning

ways of combatting the'.drop-out
iprobleM.:.FUndamentallr, the methdds

suggested emphasize early identification of potential drop-outs and the

provision of suitable school programs.

Most of the efforts to provide for early identification indicate that

a tendency to drop out of school is prevalent among children in disadvan-

taged areas. The lack of cultural advantages seems to beget a lack of

respect for education. The need for immediate income to provide for

urgent necessities also forces many disadvantaged youth out of school.

At the center of the causative picture, however, remains the problem of

furnishing a meaningful educational program.

IP the Education Act program in Cincinnati is successful, one of its

effects should be a noticeable decrease in the drop-out rate, especially

in target secondary level schools. Primary target schools, receiving the

greatest concentration of services, would be expected to show the most

improvement.

To expect such a change after only ftve months of Education Act

services, however, is probably unrealisbic. Therefore, this report is

aimed at establishing baseline data for future comparison.

Method of Analysis

Collecting accurate drop-out data in a large school system is difficult.

Standardizing the method of data reporting does not prevent differences in

individual judgements on such matters as how situations are classified, how
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closely pupils should be followed after leaving school, etc. For example,

a student whose age is beyond the upper limit of compulsory school attendance

might leave a school and move to another city. Such a pupil could be with-

drawn as overaged and considered a drop-out, or it could be assumed that he

will continue full time education and his change of residence would be the

reason for withdrawal.

There is also some amount of aMbiguity in the term drop-out itself.

The most typical definition of the term includes any pupil who leaves

school before graduation or completion of a program of studies without

transferring to another full-time school program. Thus, students who

continue education in a less structured program than that of the regular

day school are generally classed as drop-outs. In addition, it often

happens that a pupil leaves school with the idea of terminating his educa-

tion, but returns later, often to the same program he left.

Of particular difficulty is determining the number of drop-outs in the

period from June to September. Students expected at a given school who do

not appear when school opens often continue full-time education elsewhere.

Although an effort is made to trace each of these pupils who is of compul-

sory school age, there are no collected data that reflect accurately how

many are drop-outs.

For this reason the summer vacation period is not included in this

report. Only pupils who drop out in the course of the school year are

counted. On the other hand, the withdrawal categories identified as drop-

out classifications unavoidably include some pupils who continue their

education.

Reports of census changes were used to determine the nuMber of pupils who

had left school from September to June in each of three years, under one of
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the following reasons: government services, illness, pregnancy, work permits,

home permits, psychological exlusion, superintendent's expulsion and age beyond

compulsory attendance. Also included is an ambiguous miscellaneous category;

most often the disposition of these cases was pending at the time of with-

drawal. At the secondary level most of these probably discontinued their

schooling. At the elementary level it is likely that only a few terminated

formal education. Nevertheless, these figures are included in the drop-out

ratios for this report since further discrimination is impossible.

A school's drop-out rate is the ratio of the number of drop-outs to the

total number of pupils for which the school is accountable (drop-outs plus

end-of-year membership). This total accountability figure includes all

pupils enrolled in a school in a given year except those who have been

withdrawn as deceased or for oontlhuatibn of educatibn in another school.

Graduating seniors are counted in the twelfth-grade end-of-year membership.

For each of three years, drop-out ratios at the secondary level were

computed for each grade and for special education pupils in primary target,

secondary target.and control groups. Because few elementary school pupils

withdraw from full-time educational programs, a composite ratio was figured

for all elementary grades. This ratio includes special education pupils

at the elementary level as well as grades seven and eight in schools where

these.grades are part of the elementary program.

Since drop-out rates are typically highest in grades 10 and 11 and

the secondary target and control groups include no senior high schools,

percentages mere also computed for grades 8 to 12 and special education

in all non-target secondary schools. These were compared with the ratios

of the composite target group.

Results

Drop-out ratios by grade for primary target, secondary target and control
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schools over a three-year period are reported in Table 14.. As expected, the

drop-out rate is highest in grades ten and eleven. There is a decrease from

grade ten to grade nine, the rate for eighth grade is usually about half of

the ninth grade figure, and this ratio is again cut in half for grade seven.

Thus, the seventh grade percentages, like those for all elementary grades,

are probably too small to be meaningful. The majority of the withdrawals

from kindergarten through grade seven are in the ambiguous miscellaneous

category.

Where comparison is possible, the drop-out rate is highest among primary

target schools, with secondary target and control rates approximately equal

(PT>ST=C). A notable exception is seen in the control school ratio for

1963-64. These percentages, however, are deceptive. It is important to

note that two junior high schools are included in the 1964-65 and 1965-66

atatistics, while data for 1963-64 are available only for the control

school with the higher drop-out rate.

Another basis fo,- comparing drop-out data is illustrated by Table 15.

Here the combined ratios of primary and secondary target schools are compared

for grades 8-12 and special education with the ratios of all non-target

schools. The results confirm the expectation of consistently higher rates

in target schools (except for special education), with most target school

rates almost twice as high as comparable non-target figures.

Certainly the most interesting finding in Table15 is the contrast between

target and non-target groups in year-to-year patterns. In the one target

senior high school the drop-out ratios (grades 10-12) show a marked increase

in 1964-65, while the 1965-66 ratios in grades 10 and 12 decrease sharply.

In the non-target schools, on the other hand, the rates tend to rise

steadily over the three-year period.

The higher rates might be attributed to the expanded education and

training opportunities for out-of-school youth, many of which were inaugurated
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in the 1964-65 school year. Despite measures taken to avoid encouraging

young people to drop out of school, some of these programs prgbably attracted

a number of students who had been unsuccessful with the regular school

curriculum. In the target schools the lower 1965-66 ratios seem more likely

a function of increased part-time job opportunities under the Economic

Opportunity Act than of the limited services provided under the first few

months of the Education Act program.

In any event, there does not appear to be sufficient homogeneity among

the data to justify grouping the figures for the three years. Rather,

future comparisGas should consider differences that are observable from

year to year as well as those among grades and types of school. Composite

non-target school rates should be included, especially as senior high school

controls.

Summary and Conclusions

To establish baseline data for future evaluation of the Education Act

program, drop-out rates were computed for each grade in secondary level

target and control schools together with composite rates for secondarY

special education pupils and for elementary schools. Drop-out rates in

non-target schools were also compared by grade and year with target school

rates. From an eximination of these data the following conclusions might

be reached.

1. Drop-out rates tend to be highest in the most disadVantaged areas,

i.e., the areas of primary target schools. Although no consistent difference

is noticeable between the rates of secondary target and control schools,

composite target school -percentages are consistently higher than those of

non-target schools.

2. As one might expect, the rates for grades ten and eleven are highest.

Since no senior high schools are included in the secondary target and control



groups, comparisons among PT, ST and C groups cannot be made for these

grades. However, a comparison of target and non-target groups shows that

senior high school rates tend to rise steadily over the three.-year period

in non-target Schools, while in the target schools they increased for

1964-65 and decreased for 1965-66.

3. Because of these fluctuations the data should be kept separate

for the three years rather than combined to form a single baseline.
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CONCLUDING STATEMENTS

Perspective

Further synthesits of the report contained in this issue of the Journal
0A,

would be unrewarding. In the first plele, the reader who is seeking a

rapid overview of the evaluation needs only to read the "Summary and

Conclusions" of each section. Secondly, to attempt a final summary would

be to further risk the dangers of over-simplification.

Unfortunately, such reports as this often lead observers to make

hasty judgements about the effectiveness of the total school system or of

its specific components. In reality, the educational characteristics

appraised here, complex as they are, represent only a few of the dimensions

that make up the operation of the schools and a few of the significant

goals of the schools in working with pupils. Each element in this compli-

cated educational system--whether teacher morale, pupil achievement, or

parents' attitude toward school--is intimately associated and interacts

with every other element. Further, all these elements are relative to

time, which often has a profound effect on their interaction.

Some readers may be disappointed with the evaluation because it does

little to identify significant change attributable to the Education Act.

The report, of necessity, has been oriented primarily toward establishing

baseline data on several important dimensions of the educational health

of the target schools. Baseline data, however, are extremely important.

By its very nature, a baseline is a point of departure; it represents the

knowledge of where one is. This, in turn, implies that where one goes can

be thought of with reference to where one started. Through such comparison

it is possible to recognize gains that may have occurred so imperceptibly

as to give the impression that no progress has been made.
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Cir.11enge

In another sense a baseline represents a challenge. It is hoped that

all staff membersteachers, principals, supervisors, and other administra-

tive and supportive personnel--will view all these data as records to be

broken. If target school pupils deviate markedly from achievement norms

by the time they reach the end of grade three, we must work assiduously to

discover the reason for this level of achievement. If school attendance is

low or drop-out rates high, we must look further for cause.s and correctives.

To suggest that each statistic in this report should be a challenge

does not imply that members of the professional staff are not doing an

effective job. Nor does it mean that the goal is to make a genius of each

pupil. The suggestion .is rather that the dedication and professional

competence that characterize the staff members of our schools must be put

to the besb possible use in the service of youth. No matter how good a

situation may be, it can always get better, and it is in this spirit that

this challenge is presented.

Future Evaluation

Perhaps the most important function of this report is to serve as a

prototype for a school-wide or system-wide diagnostic effort. Such diag-

nosis is of critical importance. Understanding our strengths and weaknesses

is an essential first step to improvement. Each chapter of this report

might be compared with a test drilling in which core samples are assayed

to determine certain qualities. The' samples used here, though only a

few of the possible bases for analysis, might be useful as a guide in

future research efforts.

However, to understand fally the characteristics evaluated here requires

more than a mere knowledge of them in isolation. It requires an understand-
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ing of how these various qualities relate to and are affected by other

qualities.

More specifically, one might consider the quality of staff morale as

measured by the teacher survey. How does staff morale relate to pupil

achievement within a school? If the relation is a positive one--and

this seems to be a plausible hypothesis--to what extent should a school

system focus on attaining higher staff morale, and how is this done?

Or take the matter of pupil self-concept. If our suspicions are

confirmed that a pupil's image of himself is considerably better than

his teacher thinks it is, what is the implication of this observation?

How does this discrepancy affect the teacher-learner relationship?

Hundreds of relational type questions can be nosed on the basis of

dimensions measured in this report. Each involves much thought and guided

research. It is hoped that staff members reading this report will indeed

give considerable thought to the kinds of questions that arise from these

results, for the stimulation of research is one of the important products

of the research effort itself. It is axiomatic that the more we know,

the more we find that we need to know.
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SURVEY OF TEACHER OPINIONS

Name of school.

In what level do you. work?
Pre. Pri. .Irt. Jr. Sr.00000

Other levels at which you have taught.
Pre. Pri. Jr. Sr.00000

Sex.

5. Years of teaching experience.
1-3 4-10 yrs. over 10 yrs.

6. Years experience teaching similar pupils.
1-3 k..lO yrs. overe0 yrs.

(Poor) (Neutral) (Good)
7. Adequacy of supplies.

al] 1)0 cO dli eli
8. Motivation of my pupils.

ag tog cO dO eg
9. Size of Iv classles).

al lag ell. dli e
o.

4.

5.

[6.

7.

I

L8.

i

L9. Provision to challenge able learner.
I

8,0 tog cO dp eg fli gO
O. Provision for visitin,

ll

teacher services,.
a0 b0 c0 dU e fil gU

Provision for superviqpry personnel.
a[l 1)0 ell dll eU fU gl]

2. Adequacy of enrichment activities.
al] bl] c0 dl] el] f0 g 0

3. The type of pupils I teach.
aU b0 ell dll eg f0 /40

4. Staff morale.
ag b0 c0 dO eg tql

5. Time to teach.
ag bog c0 &LI eg f0 g0

6. 1n-service training.
a 0 b 0 cD dO eg f 0 g 0.

7. Pupil image of self.
a 0 b 0 c 0 d 0 e 0 f 0 g 0

8. Field trip opportunities.
a 0 b 0 c 0 d 0 e 0 f 0 g 0

Books available to my classl
ag ci] d.0 e

g 0

g o

g0

g o
Provisio% tor g,cr enemic remeliatni.

gli
Degree of tardinss.

an cli d.0 eg fl gO
Time .pnd place for puRils to stucly.

b cU d e 1J f 11 gli
Pupil, aspiration level.

a El b0 dU f0 130
Parent particip4ion n schpol.

all liolJ clj eU fli g0
Teaching id my sohool

a0 a eg f0
Suppoif tiveattiy.de c?fu parer s.

fli
Pupil discpline

d.0 eg ili

g 0

g 0

g

g 0

(Poor) (Neutral)
29. Parent involvement,

a b0 c0 dO eg li

30. Adequacy of scbpol balding.
aU bU cU dU f U

Pui.41-fac,1lty elat1,9ns.
a Ll bil CU dU eU fp

(Good)

g li

g li

gli

g 0

31.

32.

33.

34.

36.

37.

38.

39.

4o,

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

Adequacy NA* scblool 11.brary0
all bU CU dU ej fli

Avajrlabi3.4ty og profgssiorvil regding patter.
all bU cU dU fU gU

Schgol's aorovis,ion fpr 14ea1th,.
all bu cu dU et] U g

Ove4zall lwalth nlevi:3.1n of
ub u e

Schgol Eatt[tendeatce
a U

Teagher t,42ne top, plano
bU cU li

TeaqherrAkminiOratir c:Ternon.g
lia U c

Behriof iftang.trdsdo6
14YetiPlifi g 0

Adectuac'y pf scbpol aaygnand.f
a II DU dU li

Provision for pupil' s cultural growthii
a 0 bli cli d 0 eli f g

Achievement of JoupilR0
aU bU dU eg fLI g

Pupil acquaintance with total. copriunip.
a 0 bU li dU eU fU

Present curriculum for the disaavantaged.
a 11'13U cli dU e fU gU

Provision for physically-handicwped
a 0 bli cU al] eli fU gll

Provision for emotionally-disturbed <;hi2c1.
a 1)0 CO d eli f [1 a 0

Provision for socially-..maladjused chAd.
al] b0 c0 dO eO gU

Preyious academic pjepara4on my pails.aLbU cU 1J eli fU gU
Professional cooperation alnong vhool staff.

all id] cl] di] g 1J

School's .ttii et to r,each ,pareniAs.
a 0 b d eEJ f U g
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STUDENT SURVEY
Cincinnati Public Schools

School Date

Grade :

0 0 0 BOO 0

Yes No

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

Boy Girl

0 0

1. Do you like school?

2. Do you need more help from your teacher?

3. Would you like to talk to your teacher more?

4. Do you read books from a library?

5. Do you enjoy field trips?

6. Do 2ield trips help you in schoolwork?

7. Do you have a hobby?

8. Wbuld you like to spend more time at school?

9. Are you satisfied with the grades on your report card?

0 0 10. Do you worry about your schoolwork?

0 ft 11. Are you doing better in your schoolWork this year?

0 0 12. Do you like your school?

0 0 13. Do you look forward to coming to school each morning?

0 0 14. Do you talk about school at home?

0 0 15. Has someone from home ever talked to your tewhers?

0 0 16. Do you get praise at home for good 'schoolwork!?

0 0 17. Do you think you will graduate from high school?

0 0 18. Do you hope to go to college?

0 0 19. Do you talk at home about what kind of job or career you will have

after you are out of school?

0 0 20. Do you read more than is required by your schoolwork?

PD.5/66.4-ESEA



PARENT C UESTIONNAIRE
Cincinnati Public Schools

School Date of Interview

Pupil's Name

Parent or Guardian

o=
ca..N4

Grade: 0000000000000

Is

Does

Does

M F

Sexii II

Yes No
Study Group:0

improving in (his or her) schoolwork?

study at home?

like school?

How interested do you think the teacher and principal are

in

Does the school help

neighborhood?

Does read at home?

stay out of trouble in the

Has become more helpful around the house because

of what (he or she) is learning in school?

Does the school help behave better at home?

Does the school help you to do more things with

Has the school helped you to do more things with

Has the school helped

out-of-school time?

in the use of (his or her)

Have you been encouraged to participate in school activities?

Are you in any way active in the school?

Do you like school?

Would you like to know more about school?

. "'it --- 'ONNN41100
. . . .: . A

'`0 0
I J

VI

A ..... 1 3 : L

I

. , I a A . ..
. 1

4 1.1 0,. 10 I I.I al 4 LI
o 1 I '1 .1 ^

0 14 NM** OOOOO.....U.4... - IA 1..$

r".-

0
1, ,4.4 NN 00 0 P r0 0

t , . . ...i .... 1. LL J .:
. t 1 I ml I

0 NNN0111 la. 0
... .2 : It ... 1 A CI I' a 'I n

...4 01 OOO O a a
a I 1J

Very Not At
Much Some All DK

0 0

0 0 0

I I B 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 11

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0

B

B

B

B

B

B

B

B

B

B

B

B

B

B

B

PD-5/66-5-ESEA
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Name Schoo I

Grade Sex Date

A. WHAT I LOOK LIKE
I 2 3 45 toLuX

1. Short 0 II II II Tall

2. Quick gumslow

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

aPa10

Big ma011000 llS

Week '0 strong

Clean

Busy

Good Looking

Fat

Healthy

Awake

nom Lazy
00[1110vg1y.

0001111 Thin

D 0 El 11 0 Sick

[1 El.D 0 El

O Pei ..... a

0 1.4 4

,

0

O ...I 0 0.1

0 N

41

; I g.....
Cs

tl.......* ...I

0 .. IN
. . .

O .4 04 M
.1 t

.4 ° rs

11j1!T lOsiDeD1111.11.1%1Ogain141
0 , " .75 IA. v.)

go ,01 sN. ri II

0

r4 1.4
1 J I. .

1 i 1O .4NP1V100K00
f ff
I.

0 Cs 0.1 WO WI P WI 1.4

14
, . , It ft

.$ J vol k 1
.1 It t* 't I II i

. f

Sleepy C. WHAT I AM LIKE WHEN.I AM WITH MY FRIENDS
Fri-TT .

1. Give 0 0 0 00 Receive

2. Sad 0 (ill 0 0 1.1a.Ppy

3. Together 11 P ng I] Alone

4. Hu.rb [1 El 0 [1 11 Help

B. WHAT I AM . 5. Listen [1 0 II 11 0 Ten
1 Z,S 4 b I 2 3 4 5

1. Happy() 0 0 0 0 Sad. 6. Agree 0 0 0 0 0 Fight;

2. Sanebody 1:1 0 0 0 0 Nobody 7, Big 0 El 0 El 0 Little

3. 'a:flyby II 0 II II 0 Fun 8. Friend a a 0 a 0 Enemy

4. Bad 0 0 0 0 0 Good 9. ilollower 0 0 II 0 0 Leadr

5. Angry00000 and 10. Last 0 0 0 0 p First

6. Question II Believe

7. Bold.00000 Shy

8. Winner ODOOD Loser

9, Unimportant Important

10. Smart ODOM Dumb
PD-5/66-I2-ESEA


